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Introduction 

The Umted States needs a contemporary space pohcy wmch protects our space assets and 

preserves our freedom to act m pursurt of our natronal interests and objectrves Thrs monograph 

argues that the US prohtbrtions against using force on a space asset are based largely upon Cold 

War biases and also upon elements of the 1967 Outer Space and 1972 Arm-Balhstx Mrssrle 

Treaties which are no longer appbcable or no longer serve our interests US space polxy must 

change wtth the new uses of space, mtroductron of new actors, and evolved geopolrtrcal context 

The US must assure space supenorrty by havmg a declaratory pohcy, capabrlrty, and the wrll to 

deny a spectrum of potential adversarres the freedom of using space assets and space-denved 

data 

National ImDeratives 

Presrdent Clinton issued hrs National Space Pohcy on 19 September 1996 statmg 

“Access to and use of space 1s central for preserving peace and protecting US national securrty as 

well as civil, commercial interests “l President Clmton clearly considers space as vttaI to our 

natronal and economrc interests and directs the Department of Defense and the Central 

Intelligence Agency to “ assu.r[e] that hostrle forces cannot prevent our own use of space’” but 

carefully eschews specific offense language m deference to mteragency mfightmg over roles and 

mrssrons 3 The White House recogmzes the need to a&eve space supenorry rt IS both an 

economrc and mrlrtary rmperatrve 

’ The WJnte House Yatlonai Saence and Technology Councfi, Fact Sheet* Natzonai Space Polzcy (Washmgton DC 
GPO, 19 September 1996), 1 
’ mte House, Fact Sheet Natzonal Space Poizcy, 4 
3 In fact one of the prmclpal differences between the 1989 and 1996 National Space Pohaes IS the notable absence of 
preadenqaI support for an anti-sateIhte program which became so hotly contested by the SecDef and DC1 that the 
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One need not wonder long as to why Mr Bill Gates, CEO of Mrcrosofi Corporatron has 

Joined wrth McCaw Cellular to create Teledesrc Corporatron, a space-based commercral 

telecopmumcanons servrce or why World View Corporanon IS competmg m the global 

commerctal htgh-resolutron, space-based nnagery marketplace Profits, forecasted to measure m 

the brllrons, provide strong mcentrves Both the technology revolution whrch makes access to 

space feasrble and changes m national pnonhes to wrt Executive Order 12333 whrch allows 

commercial enhtres to conduct space-based Imagery, have caused a vutual gold rush mentality m 

space The President was motivated to pursue pohcy changes as a result of mtematronal 

economic pressure other space-farmg nations were reaping the technological and economic 

benefits of pnvatizmg space The President also understands hrs oblrgatron to protect such US 

assets m space 

So does USCINCSPACE General Howell M Estes III With more than 200 US satellites 

m orbit worth in excess of $100 Brlhon and General Estes states “ as a mrlitary commander, [I] 

have to say that somebody 1s going to threaten them And when they do, we [should] have armed 

forces to protect them “’ 

General John M Shallkashvrh, Chanman JCS, IS also counhng on space control to 

nnplement Joint Vision 2010 5 In order to a&eve domrnant maneuver and precrsion 

engagement around the world, space assets figure prommently m the future archrtecture 

Preservation of capabrlrty and demal of srmrlar key assets to adversarres remains a tenant of 

mrlrtary operations creating an rmperatrve for CINCSPACE to husband and operate a space 

control capabrhty 

language was removed Thus IS not to say that there are not techmcal problems and treaty issues associated with 
fieldmg stich a capabfiv but that our bureaucratic process subordmated a declaratory space control policy to 
competmg agency interests Source Executive Office of the President, Office of Science and Technolo-q Pohcy 
Office o$c~als, mterwewed by author, 3 December 1996 



In sum, the private sector and nahonal security agencies understand the mcreasmgly vital 

role of space in pursumg their agendas and missions in support of national security and 

economrc objectives and goals With the mcreased use of space comes a reliance and 

commensurate vulnerability which demands mrtigatton Conversely, other spacefarmg nah0nS 

who act inconsistent with US interests are subJect to the same vicissitudes providing the US 

opportunity and avenue for achon 6 Thus the issue why can’t the US “reach out and touch’ 
I 

someone’s satellite if it wants to? 

Reachiw Out and Touching 

For the US, “reaching out and touching” a satellite is not an issue of ways and means but 

of w-r11 Indeed, launchmg, posihomng, and mamtammg a constellation requrres routme and 

frequent commumcatron Accomplished space strategists such as Mike Ma.& and James “Sam” 

Lee already offer a cogent space control doctrine as well as operations, missions, tactics, 

practices and procedures able to prosecute potentially successful space campaigns 7,8 Nor is it a 

matter of capabihty The Air Force and to a lesser extent the Army, have conducted robust 

research and development efforts which have resulted in a senous, albeit largely classified, 

ability to conduct offensive space operations Most capabilitres have been classified mostly due 

to the’: “silver bullet” status, i e first use preserves their effectiveness and use opens US 

satellites up to counter attacks not yet mitigated The remainder, however, suffer from an 

4 W&am B Scott, ‘Pentagon Constders Space as New Area Of Responsibhty,” Avzatzon Week and Space 
TechnoJogy, 24 March 1997,54 
’ The Jomts Chiefs of Staff, Jozrzt Vkzon 2010, ( Washmgton DC Pentagon Joint S@, 1996) 
6 I define spacefarmg nations as those havmg an mdrgenous space capabthty and attendant infktructure to use space 
products m pursun of national objectrves Included are those who may not have a resident space capabihty, but rely 
on spacedenved products and have processes to use them for econonx, pohtrcal, and m&tar-y purposes 
7 Ibfich;iel R Mantz, 27ze New Sword A 73zeoz-y of Space Combat Power, (Maxwell APB, AL Au LYmversny Press, 
1995), l-89 
8 James G Lee, Counterspace Operatzons For Injbrmatzon Domznance, Maxwell AJ33, AL. Air LiGversity Press, 
October 1994), 1-43 
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aversion to use brought about our Cold War heritage as codrfied in the 1967 Outer Space and 

1972 ABM Treaties 

The satellite systems the US operates today are legacies of the Cold War against the 

commurust Soviet Union where space was used exclusrvely for force enhancement, namely, 

navigation, weather data, surveillance and reconnaissance, and comrnumcations Space assets 

watched and listened to assure one another’s conventional and nuclear parity, ascertain 

disposition and location of forces, discern mtent (capability and will) and as a trip-wire to action 

In short, space matured through a nahonal security strategy of nuclear deterrence and 

containment As such, the Outer Space and ABM Treaties have continued today to prohibit 

and/or constrain the following activities in space gJoy11 

1 Appropnahng by claim of sovereignty, use, or occupahon, or any other means, 
of any portion of outer space to include the moon and celestral bodies (I e no 
keepout zones) 
2 Threatening or usmg force agamst the terntonal mtegnty and political 
independence of another state ‘* 
3 Placing in earth orbit, installing on celeshal bodies, or statromng in space m 
any other manner weapons of mass destruction (generally defined as nuclear, 
chemical, or biologrcal) ‘3~13 
4 Building military bases, mstallahons, or fortificatrons on the moon or other 
celestial bodies 
5 Teshng weapons of any kmd on the moon or other celestial bodies 
6 Developing. teshng, or deploying space-based anti-balhstic missile systems or 
components 

’ Umted Nations, Treaty on Prznczpies Govemzng the Actwztzes of States zn the Exporatzon and Use of Outer Space 
Including the Moon and Other Ceiestzal Boaies, Number 610,1967 
lo Umted States of Amerxa, Treaty on the Lzmztatzon of Antz-Balzstzc Mzsszle Systems, signed m Moscow USSR, 26 
May 1972, m force 3 October 1972 
I1 Dana J Johnson, Ph D , “International Treaties Affectmg Space Control A Prehmmary Assessment,” unpubhshed 
work of General Research Corportion m support of a defense contract by Rockwell Intemauonal Satelhte Systems 
DWISIOII, SeaI Beach, CA Contract SDOPS 87-042, CDRL AC059 2, Subtask 009, 15 June 19S7 
l2 See also The Hague, Conventzon Relatzve to the Openzng of Hostzlztzes, signed 18 October 1907, m force 16 
January 1910, and Umted Katlons, Charter of the Unzted Natzons Wah the Statite of the Intematzonai Court of 
Justzce annexed thereto, 24 October 1945 
l3 See also Geneva Convention, Protocolfor the Prohzbztzon of the Use zn War of Asphyxzmng Pozsonous, or 
Other Gases, and.&zcterzologzcalMethods of Warjiie, Geneva, signed 17 Jun 1925, m force 29 April 1975 
l4 See alSo Umted States, The Lzmzted Test Ban Treaties, between the US and USSR of 3 July 1974 (not rat&d) 
and 28 Mqy 1976 (not rattied) which further prohblt testmg nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices, 
even “pea#W nuclear deuces 
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7 Conductmg mrhtary maneuvers of any kmd on the moon or other celestral 
bodtes 
8 Interfermg wrth Sovret natronal techmcal means of venficatron provided such 
systems are operatmg m accordance wtth generally recogmzed prmcrples of 
mtematronal law and are, in fact, being used to ver@ provrstons of the ABM 
Treaty, SAL,T 1 (now expired), the Threshold Test Ban Treaty, and the Peaceful 
Nuclear Explosions Treaty (the last two bemg not ratified by the US Senate) 
9 Imtratmg actlvitres that could cause harmful interference with the actrvrtres of 
other states wtthout first consultmg wrth those states 
10 Causmg harmful contammatron of the moon or other celestial bodies I5 
11. Using envuonmental modificatron techmques to destroy, damage, or m.ure 
another state I6 
12 Interfering with Soviet missile warning systems or with related 
commumcatrons systems, if such occurrences could increase the risk of outbreak 
of nuclear war between the US and USSR r’ 
13 Interfermg wrth the radio servrces or commumcattons of other states ‘* 

Many JLUMS would have the strategrst believe these constramts prohrbrt any and all 

offensive space control actrons, partrcularly in peace, save those m narrowly defined instances 

Yet, al{ treatres, whtle they are bmdmg upon the stgnatones and usually form the bases for 

mternatronal law, can and are abrogated and renewed when srtuatrons dictate Addrtronally, they 

can fall from effect when the srgnatories cease to extst e g the USSR versus Russra, or show by 

declaratron or deed that they will (or can) no longer honor the terms More compellmg however, 

IS that If an act IS not spectfically prohrbrted by treaty or mtematronal law, rt 1s then permitted I9 

Ergo, sots prohrbrted Include usmg WMDs m space, usmg the moon for m&ary basm,o and 

testmg, usmg space for basing ABM systems, interfermg wrth Soviet natronal techmcal means of 

treaty verrfication or their warmng systems and, using debris-causing arm-satellite systems which 

alter the space envrronment These constraints not wrthstandmg, still allow the US to reach out 

Is See dso Geneva Convention, The Conventzon on the ProhzbItron of M&zy or Any Other Ho&e Use of 
EmtrrotientulModzj?c&on Techmques, sqped 1 S -May 1977, in force 17 January 19SO 
l6 Ibld 
I’ L-mted States, Agreement on Measures to Reduce the &sk of Outbreak of Nuclear Whr Between the Unrted 
itates of Amerxa and the Uinon of Sovret Soczahst Repubbcs, slgned at Washmgton DC, 30 September 1971 

Interqat~onal Telecommumcations Convention, with Annexes and Protocols, signed at Malaga-Torremolmos, 25 
October 1973, m force 7 ApnI 1976, abrogated and replaced by the Intematlonal TeIecommumcations Convention 
adopted sit Narrobl, 6 November 1982 
I9 W D Reed, “Legai Aspects of Mhtary Peacefil Uses of Space,” The Reporter, Volume 7, (December 1978), 13 



6 

and affect the performance of space systems through recent advances in space control 

techmques, tools and procedures Prohtbrtrons mne and thnteen, causmg harmful interference 

wrth actrvrtres of states and interfering cnth the radio services or comumcations of other states, 

are so general as to allow numerous modalitres and techmques to be exercised wtthout restramt 

and strgn to be enforceable For example, general, routine &plomacy can be stewed by some as 

harm&\ mterference wrth the actrvltres of states As for mterEermg wrth the radio and 

communicatrons servrces, Iran currently prohrblts the sale and possession of satelhte dtsks 

designed to collect the duect broadcast satellite transmtssions under the guise of protectmg Its 

populace from the ubrqmty of western mfhrence carned over the airwaves 

In short, the treaties fall to cordon off all actions mvolved m conductmg offensive space 

operatrons The current pohcy needs to fall into lure to facthtate successful rmplementatron but 

must account for the new uses of space, new actors m space, and for the evolved or changed 

geopolitical context 

The Case for the Offense 

Lt IS important to clanfy at thts pomt, that space control IS fan-ly well% the context of 

war Jus tn Bell0 gmdelmes, The Law of Armed Con&t, established doctrine, and operatronal 

and tactical strategres serve the Natronal Command Authorrtres and Joint and combined arms 

well enough m decrdmg and executmg demal, drsruptron, and destructron operatrons agamst 

space-based assets In such cases, rt has also been more effective and effrcrent to apply force 

upon a space system’s ground-based centers of gravny e g. comRlslIzd and control centers and 

data dov@mk sites, than upon the satelhtes themselves The more stressing case for space 

control hes m those nether regrons outside the bounds of open confhct and host&y It IS here I 

~11 contmue to focus because the US has sard little about how rt intends to apply effects on 



satellites grven the changed geopolmcal context, the new actors m space, and the new uses of 

space 

The end of the Cold War has changed the geopohtrcal context of every regon The 

threat to the US has moved from the monohthrc to the fissrparous Threats are also mcreasmgly 

non-m&ary, being economrc and cultural m nature Actors who urlll hkely have the greatest 

effect upon US mtentrons and actions wrli be mche and regronal havmg potentrally peer status in 

only certam areas In order to maxmnze their influence, then actrons ~111 be asymmetrrc and 

could be either low-tech or hrgh-tech. The low-tech and high-tech mche and regronal competrtor 

~11 hkely understand the enhancing benefits of space systems which are becommg mcreasmgly 

affordable and accessible Then tmderstandmg wrll both alert them to the strategrc nnphcatrons 

of affechng US space systems as well as open up the opportumty for the US to effect their 

actrons US space control pohcy, therefore needs to preserve the freedom to actrvely protect tts 

satelhtes and employ its capabrhty to disrupt, deny, and/or destroy space assets m pursumg tts 

obJect/ves and Its relatronshrps wrth a regional, mche or peer competrtors The current space 

pohcy already states thrs as a prmcrpal but misses the opportumty to put teeth to rt A 

declaratory stance, not outhmng possible responses m detail, but promohng a space control 

program, and supportmg the fielding and exercise of systems would be effective m deterrence, 

unproved readiness, and opening optrons to polmcal and mrhtary decrsron makers 

A space control pohcy need also consider the emergence of new actors findmg new uses 

for space The past decade has wttnessed new titronal nation-state actors such as the Chma, 

India and Japan as well as prrvate corporatrons such as Space Imagmg Inc which IS a 

commercial hrgh resolutron unaging company and Indrum a space-based telecommumcahons 

provider Banded nation-states such as western Europe’s European Telecommumcatrons 

Satelhte (EUTELSAT), and mtematronal busmess partnershrps represent a new class of 



consortra satellites m space While It 1s true that new natron-state actors typically launch a 

commumcatrons or reconnarssance and surverllance satellite as then first, the pnvate and 

business consortra satelhtes are there for profit The US has expenence m dealmg wxth the state 

and prrvate assets of another natron-state but m “reachmg out and touchmg” another natron‘s 

commercial satellite or that of an intematronal busmess or natron-state consortra brrd, the US IS 

on new ground Dwtmct treaty language, mtematronal law, and conventron far1 to prolubrt 

action but neither does It guide What then, gurdes the pohcy whrch UrlllJustr~ US ways and 

means m controlling space? 

Smce Control Police Considerations 

US Interests wrll contmue to drive space control pohcy m the same fashion as the other 

pohcres of thrs natron. The calculatron of US mterests, and objectives, the role the belhgerent 

plays m threats and opportunities, and the ways and means of achrevmg goals strll holds What IS 

new 1s that space capabihty IS now a necessary part of the equatron as well as a potential way to 

mfluence the behamor of an actor through negatrve mcentrves (for belhgerents), and posrtrve 

rewards (for allies) Ways and means wrll vary by srtuatron and cucumstance 

For a pnvately owned satelhte belongmg to the US whose customers behave contrary to 

the interests of the US, natronahzatron of the space asset under executive order may be 

appropriate m extremes Prohrbrtrons agamst certam uses or for certam customers under penalty 

of law may be more approprrate as may be the case when Teledesrc IS approached by Iran, for 

example, for commumcatrons servrce Prrvately-owned satellrtes belongmg to an allied nation 

and assrstmg belligerent actors necessitates first a diplomatic dialogue with the host natron The 

dialogue j&l lrkely be camed along classrc lmes begmnmg wrth a srmple request to deny 

servrce, to bargaimng wrth mcentrves, to coercron Coercron may mvolve Qsruptron of the data 

or servrce provrded to drsruptron of the command and control elements of the satellite 



Jeopardrzmg its ability to stay m a functmnal orbrt Extreme coercron may mean destructron of 

the asset Lethal and non-lethal means are currently a&able to prosecute thrs spectrum of 

responses- as are attnbutable and non-attnbutable rmplementatrons dependmg on the desired 

objective A demonstratron of US resolve favors a course of actron mvolvmg non-lethal, 

attnbutable means to affect a belligerents behavror whrle preservmg flexrbrhty for future 

escalatron. Non-attnbutable, lethal means may be salient m calculatrons mvolvmg covert or 

clandestme operations 2o 

An effective rllustratron of thrs can be found m the Gulf War experrence involvmg the 

French France’s state-sponsored, pnvately-operated SPOT satelhte2’ was being tasked by Iraq 

and sytnpathetrc actors to provrde imagery of the Saudi Arabian Pemnsula At US request, the 

French Government agreed to deny Iraq1 requests for taskmg as well as archived imagery but 

failed to honor US requests to deny other customers The US was able to prosecute the Desert 

Storm campargn at such a rate and otherwrse frustrate transport of imagery mto Iraq so as to 

prevent the French posmon from becommg an issue Had the confhct protracted and US and 

coahtron lives been lost because of SPOT imagery assrstmg Iraqi forces, then the US would have 

had to Implement a space control strategy agamst the French satellite 

A srmrlar exrgency IS necessary m determmmg the pohcy constderatrons of performmg 

offensive space control on satellites belongmg to nation-state and/or busmess consortra such as 

the Internatronal Mantxme Satellrte INMARSAT and ARABSAT The comphcatmg factor IS 

that a smgle entrty’s action or collusion can effect the other partrcipants In thrs calculus the 

costs of the objective or end-state IS compounded by the potentra1 repercussxons among the 

” For this calculus, W Mxhael Reisman, and James E Baker, Regdatmg Covert Actzon Practzces, Contexts, and 
Pohes o Covert Coerczon Abroad m Intemat~onai Amencan Law, (Sew Haven London Yale Umverslty Press, 
1992>, o B er a contemporary and complete &scuss~on me ther treatment f&s to conader the space eIement It IS 
nevertheless eas~Iy incorporated by the reader 
2i Satelhte Pour 1 ‘observation de la Terre 
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consortra as a result of umlateral US actron Thrs IS the down-side On the up-side, the other 

pIayers can be co-opted mto condemmng and norming the behavror of the belligerent m absence 

of US action. Partrcipants may even volunteer to temporarrly effect the satellite’s performance 

m sympathy for the US cause, In the absence of such assrstance and assummg, at best, a non- 

positron by the others and, at worst, a collusron wrth the belligerent the US stands to Implement 

aforementroned spectrum of means wrth potentrally multrpie possible outcomes Whrle 

deterrm/rmg the preferred course of action IS QfIicult, rt should not drtve US pohcy makmg (or 

m this case re-makmg) mto apopIexy US resolve wrll mcreasmgly be tested and action 1s 

necessary to preserve our abrhty to deter and our global leader&p role A vrtal assist m 

assessmg a pohcy specrfically the cost of domg space control m this way and at all, IS 

understandmg the possible responses by an adversary 

Responses to “Being Touched” 

Obvrously, the preferred and hoped for response on behalf of any of the actors IS 

compha@e the sooner and at the earher stages of coercron the better There wr11 be those who 

~11 test us and as General Estes reminds, we need to be able to protect and respond ” The US 

reaction is measured by the intensity, frequency and duratron of the adversary test Thrs can 

cover the spectrum of elevated rhetonc to the mrtratron of hostrlrtres (more on thrs m a moment) 

In terms of contemporary capabrhty, few adversaries have the abrhty to respond m kmd and If 

so, not to any depth The US currently retams overwhelmmg superionty m space rf the 

belhgerent test/response IS agamst a terrestnal US space asset, the calculus comes less favorably 

US launch facihtres, cruxal to resupplymg our space armada, are amazingly soft and vulnerable 

A final response avarlable to an adversarral space actor IS the optron of rmtratmg 

hostrlrtres Jurrsts and strategrst alike are quack to use mantune analogres referrmg to attacks on 

zz Wiham p Scott, “Pentagon Comders Space as New Area Of Respombtity,” 55 



space&p areprzma facza snmlar to attacks on shrps in mtemahonal waters and ergo attacks on 

soverergnty Indeed, the 1996 Nahonal Space Polzcy makes thrs specific claim as well 23 I 

argue. however, that this relahonshrp IS myth.rcaI and that there is a qualnatrve difference 

between space and surface shrps Perhaps thrs IS best artrculated by one the An Force’s semor 

space officers, Lieutenant General Roger G DeKok, who oft reminds that “satelhtes do not have 

mothers ” He is referrmg to the fact that whrle attacks on surface shrps have drrect consequences 

m terms or human life, attacks on satelhtes do not share the same tract Our Cold War biases 

perpetuate thrs myth Thrs 1s not to drscount, however, that perceived hostile mtent or a hoshle 

act agamst a satellite cannot shmulate either the US or an adversary to arms Indeed these 

secondary effects requrre d&gent consrderahon m selecting a course of action New imhates to 

the sp&efarmg arena have often sunk considerable treasure mto their nascent space capabrhty 

The partrcular servtce or funchon provrded by the satellite may be consrdered vrtal to the 

natron’s secunty e g an early wax-rung satellite such as the US’s Defense Satellite Program 

Blmdmg tt or rendenng a command and contro1 satellite meffectrve either temporanly or 

permanently may be sufficiently destabrlizing m peace or heightened tensions as to provoke a 

nahon to hostlImes Some satelhtes may directly support state mfrastructures such that loss of 

the asset may result m loss of hfe for example, rf commercial arrlme tra.f& IS dependent upon 

GPS navlgatron whrch IS interrupted or demed durmg a partrcularly bad storm resultmg m airlme 

crashes Another consrderahon 1s blurrmg of commercral and mrhtary uses of satelhtes To 

date, only the USSR and the US have had the lwcury of fiefdmg specrfically commercral and 

m&a.ry~ space assets For many countries, especially the new actors, rmagmg and 

commufircahons satellites are dual use A new space policy and contemplated courses of achon 

must consider and weigh thrs as well Clearly, thrs bnef treatment of potenhal responses to 

23 Whte JXouse, Fact Sheet. NionaI Space Polrcy, 2 
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offensive space operatrons only adds to complexity of what a new space pohcy must consider 

No one sard thrs was gomg to be easy, neither does tt argue well that It should not be done 

Conclusion 

The 1996 Natxonal Space Pohcy needs to fully mcorporate the actors, new economrc 

uses, and current geopohhcs of thrs decade m order to have a chance of preparmg us, even 

servmg us m the new mrllenmum. Forsakmg Cold War biases and challengmg overIy restrrctrve, 

out-&ted treaty and convenhon constructs IS a maJor part of the task and solutron If US 

leaders P p feels compelled to proceed more slowly and carefully m addressing current myths and 

prohrbmons, there remains sufficient latitude and avenue for the national security strategrst to 

contemplate and conduct offensive space operatrons In the busmess of global leadership and 

nahonai secunty “reachmg out and touchmg” satelhtes, hke other related matters, calls for 

vrsion not hmi&ty, and able strategrsts to navrgate our world’s final fiontier. 
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